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between teacher turnover and poorer academic achievement among students. Finally, districts, organizations,
and DOEs that create teacher training programs will have less impact if teachers leave their positions after
training.
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prevalence of ambient positional instability in schools and to determine if there are any differing patterns of
ambient positional instability across states and school districts. This study on which this report is based was
funded through the National Science Foundation. Through the assistance of the Arkansas Department of
Education, public records of all public school teachers and staff were acquired from the 2010-2011 to the
2014-2015 school years. This report presents results of analyses of Arkansas API and its six largest districts.
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Ambient Positional Instability among Core Subject 
Teachers in Arkansas Public Schools: Interim Report 
 
 
Michael Frisone, Tom Hooks, Tianpeng Ye, and Robert Boruch 
 
Executive Summary 
Ambient positional instability (API) here refers to any type of shift teachers may 
experience in their assigned position, including changes in school, grade, or subject 
assignment.  API is a factor which has major research design and educational 
implications.  Research designs which do not consider the instability of teaching 
positions may fail to obtain representative samples due to attrition.  Controlled 
experiments must be designed to account for these potential shifts in teacher positions.  
Some evidence suggests a notable correlation between teacher turnover and poorer 
academic achievement among students.  Finally, districts, organizations, and DOEs that 
create teacher training programs will have less impact if teachers leave their positions 
after training. 
Despite the importance of teacher positional stability, little research has been 
conducted to determine the prevalence of ambient positional instability in schools and to 
determine if there are any differing patterns of ambient positional instability across states 
and school districts.  This study on which this report is based was funded through the 
National Science Foundation.  Through the assistance of the Arkansas Department of 
Education, public records of all public school teachers and staff were acquired from the 
2010-2011 to the 2014-2015 school years.  This report presents results of analyses of 
Arkansas API and its six largest districts. 
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Methods:  The Data and Indicators of API 
Arkansas school employee records were obtained from the Arkansas Department 
of Education for the five academic years, 2010-2011 to 2014-2015.  The variables used in 
the analyses included: teacher identification numbers, school identification numbers, 
school year, and subject taught.  The subject taught variable was used to ensure that the 
records included in these analyses were teachers and not other members of school staff.  
All teachers in these analyses taught core subjects:  English, Mathematics, Science, 
and/or Social Studies. 
The two major foci of analyses reported in this paper are teacher cohort retention 
and school churn.  Cohort retention refers to the proportion of teachers who continuously 
teach in their position from the base year (the 2010-11 school year) to the year of 
observation, i.e. 
 
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑤ℎ𝑜 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑦𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑛 𝐴𝐾 𝑝𝑢𝑏𝑙𝑖𝑐 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑠
 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑢𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑙𝑦 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑡𝑜 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑖 
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑐𝑜ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡
 
 
For example, the cohort retention in the 2012-13 school year is the proportion of teachers 
from the 2010-11 school year who have taught continuously through the 2012-13 school 
year.  Teachers can fall out of the system for a number reasons.  They may stop teaching 
all together, they might move out of Arkansas, they may shift to a private school, or they 
could be teaching a non-core subject.  Cohort retention rates also reflect teacher mobility 
rates within the state.  Mobility represents the proportion of teachers who leave a position 
but do not leave the Arkansas public records.  For example, a teacher might leave a 
school assignment but remain a teacher in the Arkansas public school system.   
iii 
 
Churn is an indicator of teacher positional movement.  Churn rates allow for 
monitoring trends of teacher positional movement over multiple years and comparisons 
between districts.  A higher churn rate reflects the fact that more core subject teachers are 
entering and leaving a school district, whereas a lower churn indicates fewer teachers 
were entering and leaving a district, relative to the total number of teachers in the district. 
The churn rate is the ratio between the sum of leavers and newcomers in a school 
year and the total number of teachers from the previous school year, i.e. 
𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑖 
𝑁𝑒𝑤𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑖 + 𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑖
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝐴𝑟𝑘𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑠 𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑖−1
 
 
For example, if a school district has 100 core subject teachers in 2014-15 school year and 
10 teachers leave and 15 teachers enter the school district by the start of the 2015-16 
school year, the churn rate would be .25 
Results: 
Cohort Retention 
The most stable teachers are those who remain in a given school and continue to 
teach the same subject.  For example, if a teacher remains teaching mathematics in the 
same school continuously over the five observed school years, they are very stable.  
When we observe high school teachers, we find that the retention rates do not differ 
appreciably by subject (Table 1).  About 40% of high school teachers remain teaching the 
same subject in the same high school by the 2014-15 school year.  Further, a little more 
than 20% (ranging from 195 to 24%) of teachers changed teaching assignment, yet 
remained teaching in somewhere in the Arkansas Public School system.  English teachers 
have the lowest mobility rates while science teachers have the highest mobility rates. 
iv 
 
Retention rates for the districts involve a teacher changing subjects and/or leaving 
the district he or she was assigned to in the 2010-11 school year (rather than leaving a 
specific school).  Thus retention rates will be a little higher for districts as opposed to 
schools.  High school subject retention rates vary among the six largest districts.  Pulaski 
County experienced the lowest subject retention rates varying between 51% (Math) and 
44% (Science) from the 2010-11 school year through the 2014-15 school year.  Little 
Rock also has lower retention rates compared to the other largest district with varying 
rates between 61%  (Social Studies) and 47% (Math).  Little Rock and Pulaski County 
are the most urban area in Arkansas (Pulaski County surrounds Little Rock).  Also, there 
has been more turbulence in Pulaski County and Little Rock’s leadership structure in the 
last five years.  Pulaski County’s school board was taken over by the state department in 
2011.  The state department took control of Little Rock’s board of education in 
2015.Their mobility rates are also higher than the other largest districts (9%-16% in Little 
Rock and 9%-17% in Pulaski County) suggesting that more teachers are leaving these 
districts but continuing to teach somewhere else in Arkansas. 
The other four districts have higher retention suggesting that more teachers are 
teaching the same subjects in these districts.  This is further supported by the lower 
mobility rates, i.e. fewer teachers are leaving these districts to teach somewhere else in 
Arkansas.  However, there is still a great deal of variation in subject retention in these 
districts.  Springdale subject retention varies from 76% (Science) and 53% (Social 
Studies).  Fort Smith experiences a larger range of retention rates from 70% (Math) to a 
quite low 43% (English).  Bentonville has a pretty consistent range between 57% (Math) 
and 50% (Science).  Finally, Rogers experiences the best overall retention ranging from 
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75% (Social Studies) to 61% (English).  As is evident, it is difficult to discern a pattern of 
which subject has the best retention.  Certain districts appear to retain more of one subject 
taught than another.   
Churn Rates 
The churn rates in Arkansas have risen slightly over the last 5 years from 23% to 
28% (Table 4).  The proportion of this churn caused by newcomers and leavers is nearly 
identical.  Thus, Arkansas experiences about a 12% change in teacher positions each 
year.  Arkansas is doing a near perfect job at refilling positions vacated by teachers who 
leave.  This likely is a contributing factor to Arkansas’s very stable total number of core 
subject teachers from year-to-year. 
When we compare churn among the six largest districts, we find that they are 
quite varied.  Little Rock has churn rates which range from 23% to 30% while Pulaski 
has generally higher churn rates from 27% to 42%.  Thus, more teachers are entering and 
leaving Pulaski County compared to Little Rock.  It should be noted that both Pulaski 
County and Little Rock have lost more teachers than they have gained over the last five 
years, albeit slightly, they generally have successfully filled vacant positions in their 
districts.  Springdale, Fort Smith, and Bentonville have similar churn rates to Little Rock.  
However, these churn rates are not due to the loss of teachers so much as the gaining of 
teachers.  All three of these districts have grown in the number of core subject teachers 
that they have had over the last five years.  Thus, while they have similar churn rates to 
Little Rock, it is not due to loss so much as growth. 
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Conclusions and Implications 
About 40% of high school teachers have remained in their assigned position 
(teaching the same subject in the same school) from the 2010-11 school year to the 2014-
15 school year.  Just over 20% left their teaching position, yet remained teaching in 
Arkansas public high schools.  Teacher retention did not vary by subject taught. 
Teacher retention varies greatly by district.  Districts in more urban areas such as 
Little Rock and Pulaski County experience less teacher retention than the other largest 
districts in Arkansas. Districts vary based on which subjects are more consistently 
retained. 
On average, 12% of teachers leave their Arkansas teaching position each year. 
Certain districts experience more churn than others.  Pulaski County experiences the 
lowest teacher churn (27%-40%).  Springdale, Bentonville, and Fort Smith experienced 
more churn from teachers entering the districts than leaving indicating that these districts 
are expanding. 
These findings suggest that in a five-year period, a larger number of teachers are 
going to either change subjects or leave the school where they are currently teaching to 
teach at another school or to leave the teaching profession entirely.  This could have 
major ramifications for longitudinal experiments.  If a study was planned to span several 
years, it is likely that many of the teachers would fall out of the experiment.  Further, if a 
teacher training program was initiated, the actual measurement of the effectiveness of 
that training would be influenced by the large number of teachers who leave even if that 
program only lasted a year.  We can expect on average that 12% of the teachers would 
not be present the next year. 
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These results suggest that the location of an experiment will have an impact upon 
the number of participants that are likely to stay on.  For example, it is more likely that 
teachers in an experiment conducted in Little Rock will leave their current position than 
teachers in Rogers.  Experimenters must be aware this and consider if possible this factor 
when choosing a location for studies. 
Table 1. 
Overall High School Retention by Subject 
   2010-
11 
2011-
12 
2012-
13 
2013-
14 
2014-
15 
Math Teacher Retention  Number of 
teachers  
2025 1539 1231 976 790 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
1.00 
 
0.76 0.61 0.48 0.39 
Math Teacher Mobility  Number of 
teachers  
0 198 316 411 446 
 Proportion 
of teachers 
  
.. 0.10 0.16 0.20 0.22 
Science Teacher Retention  Number of 
teachers  
1661 1254 989 789 650 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
1.00 0.75 
 
0.60 
 
0.48 
 
0.39 
 
Science Teacher Mobility  Number of 
teachers  
0 164 289 373 399 
 Proportion 
of teachers 
  
.. 0.10 0.17 0.22 0.24 
English Teacher Retention  Number of 
teachers  
2515 1948 1535 1232 995 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
1.00 0.77 
 
0.61 
 
0.49 
 
0.40 
 
English Teacher Mobility  Number of 
teachers  
0 164 333 433 482 
 Proportion 
of teachers 
  
.. 0.07 0.13 0.17 0.19 
Social Studies Teacher 
Retention  
Number of 
teachers  
1706 1301 1024 842 686 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
1.00 0.76 
 
0.60 0.49 
 
0.40 
 
Social Studies Teacher 
Mobility  
Number of 
teachers  
0 160 283 358 383 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
.. 0.09 0.17 0.21 0.22 
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Table 3 
Largest Districts Overall High School Subject Retention (Mobility): Teachers who remain teaching the 
same subject in the same district 
   2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Little Rock Math Number of teachers  92 71 (9) 59  (12) 53 (9) 43 (8) 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.77 (.10) 0.64  (.13) 0.58 (.10) 0.47 (.09) 
 Science  Number of teachers  75  60 (2) 55 (6) 53 ((6) 46 (7) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.80 (.03) 0.73 (.08) 0.71 (.08) 0.61 (.09) 
 English Number of teachers  127 99 (14) 81 (16) 72 (20) 62 (20) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.80 (.11) 0.64 (.13) 0.57 (.16) 0.49 (.16) 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  72 60 (5) 54 (8) 50 (7) 44 (9) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.83 (.07) 0.75 (.11) 0.69 (.10) 0.61 (.13) 
Pulaski Math Number of teachers  57  46 (1) 38 (4) 32 (6) 29 (5) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.81 (.02) 0.67 (.07) 0.56 (.11) 0.51 (.09) 
 Science  Number of teachers  41 33 (2) 27 (4) 23 (5) 18 (7) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.80 (.05) 0.66 (.10) 0.56 (.12) 0.44 (.17) 
 English Number of teachers  62  47 (2) 37 (5)  33 (7) 29 (8) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00  0.76 (.03) 0.60 (.08) 0.53 (.11) 0.47 (.13) 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  38  29 (3) 26 (4) 23 (3) 17 (6) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.76 (.08) 0.68 (.11) 0.61 (.08) 0.45 (.16) 
Springdale Math Number of teachers  35 31 (0) 30 (0) 26 (1) 20 (1) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.89 (.0) 0.86 (.0) 0.74 (.03) 0.57 (.03) 
 Science  Number of teachers  25 23 (0) 21 (0) 19 (1) 19 (1) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.92 (.0) 0.84 (.0) 0.76 (.04) 0.76 (.04) 
 English Number of teachers  41 36 (0) 34 (1) 28 (3) 22 (5) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.88 (.0) 0.83 (.02) 0.68 (.07) 0.54 (.12) 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  28 27 (0) 25 (0) 16 (2) 15 (1) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.96 (.0) 0.89 (.0) 0.57 (.07) 0.53 (.04)  
Fort Smith Math Number of teachers  30 29 (0) 26 (0) 22 (0) 21 (0) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.97 (.0) 0.87 (.0) 0.73 (.0) 0.70 (.0) 
 Science  Number of teachers  28 23 (1) 19 (2) 18 (2) 16 (2) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.82 (.04) 0.68 (.07) 0.64 (.07) 0.57 (.07) 
 English Number of teachers  35 29 (1) 23 (1) 17 (2) 15 (2) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.83 (.03) 0.66 (.03) 0.49 (.06) 0.43 (.06) 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  28 23 (1) 21 (2) 17 (1) 16 (1) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.82 (.04) 0.75 (.07) 0.61 (.04) 0.57 (.04)  
Bentonville Math Number of teachers  42 31 (4) 29 (4) 25 (5) 24 (6) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.74 (.10) 0.69 (.10) 0.60 (.12) 0.57 (.14) 
 Science  Number of teachers  32 26 (3) 22 (5) 19 (4) 16 (5) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.81 (.09) 0.69 (.16) 0.59 (.13) 0.50 (.16) 
 English Number of teachers  53 44 (2) 39 (5) 31 (6) 29 (7) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.83 (.04) 0.74 (.09) 0.58 (.11) 0.55 (.13) 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  37  33 (1) 30 (2) 24 (6) 21 (6) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.89 (.02) 0.81 (.05) 0.65 (.16) 0.57 (.16) 
Rogers Math Number of teachers  35 32 (0) 32 (0) 29 (3) 26 (2)  
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.91 (.0) 0.91 (.0)  0.83 (.09) 0.74 (.06) 
 Science  Number of teachers  27 22 (2) 20 (4) 19 (4) 19 (3) 
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.81 (.07) 0.74 (.15) 0.70 (.15) 0.70 (.11) 
 English Number of teachers  46 37 (1) 35 (3)  31 (4)  28 (4)  
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.80 (.02) 0.76 (.07) 0.67 (.09) 0.61 (.09) 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  32 29 (2) 25 (2) 24 (1) 24 (0)  
  Proportion of teachers 1.00 0.91 (.06) 0.78 (.06) 0.75 (.03) 0.75 (.0)  
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Table 4 
Arkansas’s School Districts leavers, newcomers, total number of teachers and churn from 2010-11 to 
2014-15 
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Arkansas Leavers .. 2820 2961 3073 3251 
 Newcomers .. 2577 2951 3075 3135 
 Number of 
Teachers 
23312 23069 23059 23061 22945 
 Churn 0.00 0.23 0.26 0.27 0.28 
       
Little Rock  Leavers .. 171 170 158 195 
 Newcomers .. 113 177 164 153 
 Number of 
Teachers 
1222 1164 1171 1177 1135 
 Churn 0.00 0.23 0.30 0.27 0.30 
       
Pulaski County  Leavers .. 133 178 133 167 
 Newcomers .. 91 148 152 140 
 Number of 
Teachers 
824 782 752 771 744 
 Churn 0.00 0.27 0.42 0.38 0.40 
       
Springdale  Leavers .. 71 86 98 131 
 Newcomers .. 81 147 141 145 
 Number of 
Teachers 
753 763 824 867 881 
 Churn 0.00 0.20 0.30 0.29 0.32 
       
Fort Smith  Leavers .. 56 70 72 75 
 Newcomers .. 59 71 74 68 
 Number of 
Teachers 
561 564 565 567 560 
 Churn 0.00 0.20 0.25 0.26 0.25 
       
Bentonville  Leavers .. 65 85 95 85 
 Newcomers .. 77 129 177 63 
 Number of 
Teachers 
636 648 692 714 692 
 Churn 0.00 0.22 0.33 0.39 0.21 
       
Rogers  Leavers .. 86 55 81 73 
 Newcomers .. 97 68 89 83 
 Number of 
Teachers 
595 606 619 627 637 
 Churn 0.00 0.31 0.20 0.27 0.11 
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Introduction 
This interim report covers findings based on a study of public records on the 
entire population of Arkansas teachers over the years 2010-11 through 2014-15.  This 
work is part of a research project funded by the National Science Foundation that 
examines the Ambient Positional Instability of teachers in public schools in the states of 
the United States. 
Background and Rationale 
Shifts in teachers’ positions, from one school to another, from one grade or 
teaching assignment to another, and other changes have a variety of implications.  High 
rates of positional instability, for instance, can affect the design of school based 
interventions that are supposed to enhance students’ achievement, and they affect the 
design of controlled experiments on the interventions.  High rates of instability can, of 
course, affect attempts to use so-called value added models for rating teacher 
performances and other human resource management initiatives.  There is also evidence 
to suggest statistical relations between teachers’ instability and student achievement. 
The University of Pennsylvania and 21st Century PSTEM initiated a joint effort to 
study the instability.  The main aims are to uncover, acquire, and analyze public records 
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on the entire population of teachers at the state and big city levels.  To date, records from 
eight states including Arkansas have been acquired.  Analyses, thus far, are confined to 
producing descriptive statistics and understanding rates of instability in the teacher 
population. 
Record Acquisition and Exploration 
We learned about Arkansas records from a presentation by Neal Gibson, Arkansas 
Department of Education at a professional conference on big data.  The meeting had been 
convened in November 2014 by Eamonn Kelly at George Mason University and was 
funded by the National Science Foundation.  Conversations with senior staff at the 
Arkansas Department of Education then ensued.  After submitting a brief proposal and a 
copy of Penn’s Institutional Review Board approval to the Department, files and code 
books were acquired in 2015.  We are grateful to Arkansas’ Linda Jenkins and her 
colleagues for approving our receipt of the files and for subsequent clarifying 
correspondence. 
Exploratory analyses of the files revealed no serious obstacles to examining the 
records.  The files’ use of unique and consistent alphanumeric identifiers greatly 
facilitated linkage of teachers’ records across years.  Further email exchanges were 
essential, however, to assure our understanding of the file contents.  Preliminary results 
were supplied to Linda Jenkins, and a teleconference ensued.  The aim was to assure that 
the results of the exploratory analyses seem sensible and interesting to Arkansas 
colleagues.  Arkansas colleagues confirmed that the results were in line with what they 
would expect, given their knowledge and experience with the data.  They provided two 
key pieces of information regarding their experience with the data.  (1) There are 
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approximately 33,000 teachers in Arkansas every year.  They define teachers as anyone 
who teaches a course in a school. 
In this report, the focus is on core subject teachers:  English, Math, Science, and 
Social Studies.  Teachers of these subjects account for about 2/3 of the total number of 
teachers in Arkansas. 
Some Technical Issues 
Substantial efforts were made to understand the variables in the files.  Consider, 
for instance, the academic degree indicator used in the Arkansas public records.  Each 
county used different methods of identifying what educational degree a teacher attained.  
For example, some counties used ‘BACH’ to represent a bachelor’s degree, while other 
counties used ‘Bachelor’s’ or simply ‘B’.  In total, 510 unique indicators were used in the 
degree attained measure.  This was reduced to nine for our exploratory work. 
Levels of Statistical Description and Indicators of Instability 
This report explores teachers at four different levels of assignment positions.  The 
first is state level.  This is simply if teachers are teaching in the Arkansas public school 
system. If they are teaching a core subject anywhere then they will be captured at this 
level of analysis.  The second level is the district level.  This captures how much teachers 
are leaving and shifting between school districts within Arkansas.  The third level is 
similar, school-level, i.e. elementary, middle, and high school.  This captures how much 
teachers are leaving and shifting around in their school assignment.  The final level of 
analysis is the subject level.  This captures how much teachers are shifting around in their 
subject assignment. 
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The descriptive statistics presented here provide court data on the movement of 
the teachers in the state as a whole, in districts, in schools, and core subject assignments.  
In particular, the state level statistics focus on teachers who are teaching core subjects 
anywhere in the state.  District level statistics characterize the rate at which teachers leave 
a district and go elsewhere.  School level statistics focus on the rate at which teachers 
shifted from their initial school assignment to a different school.  Finally, the subject 
level data focus on rates at which teachers’ shifts from initial core subject area to 
something else. 
In what follows, four indicators of instability among Arkansas teachers with core 
subject assignments are used: cohort retention, year-to-year retention, churn, and mobility 
within the state.  Cohort retention refers to the proportion of teachers who continuously 
teach in their position from the base year, 2010-11, to the subsequent years of 
observation.  That is, 
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑤ℎ𝑜 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑦𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑛 𝐴𝐾 𝑝𝑢𝑏𝑙𝑖𝑐 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑠
 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑢𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑙𝑦 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑡𝑜 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑖 
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑐𝑜ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡
 
For example, the cohort retention in the 2012-13 school year is the proportion of teachers 
who were teaching in 2010-11 who have taught continuously through the 2012-13 school 
year.  Such cohort retention can decline over years for many reasons.  Teachers may stop 
teaching all together, they may move out of Arkansas, they may shift to a private school, 
or they may teach a non-core subject in the state.  Because Arkansas public files at hand 
do not include the reasons for teachers’ shifts in positions, however, no analyses of these 
factors is possible.  In these analyses a teacher who leaves the position even for one year 
and then returns, the teacher is not counted in the retention estimates.  Further, cohort 
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retention explores the numbers of teachers who teach a core subject in an Arkansas public 
school and teach at only one school during the base year. 
Year-to-year retention refers to the proportion of teachers who remained from one 
year to the next.  Year-to-year retention explores all core subject teachers regardless of 
whether they taught at one or more schools.  These analyses focus more on the number of 
assignments rather than number of teachers.  Therefore, there might be differences 
between cohort retention rate and year-to-year retention rates of teachers in the cohort. 
Churn is an indicator of teacher positional movement.  Churn rates allow one to 
monitor trends in movement over multiple years and to compare rates among districts.  A 
high churn rate reflects the fact that more core subject teachers are entering and leaving a 
school district relative to a low churn rate which indicates fewer teachers were entering 
and leaving district (relative to the total number of teachers in the district).  Churn rates 
are calculated as the ratio between the sum of leavers and newcomers in a school year 
and the total number of teachers from the previous school year.  That is, 
𝑁𝑒𝑤𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑖 +  𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑖
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝐴𝑟𝑘𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑠 𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑖−1
 
For example, if a school district has 100 core subject teachers in 2014-15 school year and 
10 of these teachers leave and 15 teachers enter the school district by the start of the 
2015-16 school year, the churn rate would be .25 
Besides our main methods of analysis, we also consider changes in teacher 
positions through the use of mobility.  Mobility represents the proportion of teachers who 
leave a position but do not leave the Arkansas public records.  For example, a teacher 
might leave a school assignment but remain a teacher in the Arkansas public school 
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system.  Mobility reflects the proportion of teachers who shift, in some way but remain 
teaching in Arkansas public schools. 
State, District and School Level Results Cohort Retention 
and Year-to-Year Retention 
Table 1.1 and Figures 1 and 2 portray the cohort retention rates and year-to-year 
retention rates.  Consider first the cohort retention rate at the state level, i.e. the 
proportion of the Arkansas teachers in the 2010-2011 cohort who were retained in the 
public files over time.  About 61% of Arkansas public school teachers who had been 
teaching in the 2010-11 school year were still teaching in Arkansas five years later, in the 
2014-15 school year, 12% of this cohort of teachers left between the 2010-11 school year 
and 2011-12 school year.  This rate slowed to 8% by the 2014-15 school year.  The 
retention of this cohort of teachers in the districts to which they had initially been 
assigned is, as one might expect, a bit lower than retention statewide.  About 55% of 
public school teachers remained teaching in the same district over the 5 year period.  
Some of these teachers left the profession all together (or left the state/transitioned to 
private school) while others found teaching positions in other districts. 
Considering mobility, we observe that 6% of the teachers from the original cohort 
were continuously teaching over the 5 year period, however, they changed districts.  With 
regard to year-to-year retention, 13% of teachers leave Arkansas public schools each 
year. Further, approximately 16.5% leave the district they were teaching in each year 
(4.5% continue to teach in another district). 
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Table 1.1 Overall Cohort Retention and Year-to-Year Retention 
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Teachers who remained 
teaching in Arkansas 
Number of 
teachers  
22551 19847 175536 15553 13696 
 Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.88 0.78 0.69 0.61 
Teachers remain in the 
same District 
Number of 
teachers  
22551 19284 16600 14332 12330 
 Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.86 0.74 0.57 0.55 
 
      
Proportions of Teachers 
retained from the previous 
year 
Proportion of 
teachers 
.. 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.86 
Proportion of Teachers 
present in the same 
district the previous year 
Proportion of 
teachers 
.. 0.84 
(0.04) 
0.83 
(0.04) 
0.82 
(0.05) 
0.81 
(0.05)  
 
 
Figure 1 State and District Level Cohort Retention 
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Figure 2 Year-to-Year Retention at State and District Levels 
Table 1.2 and Figure 3 provide evidence on the overall cohort retention at the 
school level and on year-to-year retention at the school level.  The focus here is on 
teachers assigned to teach in High School, Middle School, and Elementary School.  We 
find that elementary school teachers remain teaching at the elementary level at a higher 
rate than high school or middle school teachers who remain teaching at their respective 
levels (Table 1.2).  Sixty-one percent of elementary school teachers remained teaching in 
elementary schools between the 2010-11 school year and the 2014-15 school year.  The 
rate at which elementary school teachers left decreased slightly from 11% between the 
2010-11 school year to the 2011-12 school year to 8% in the 2014-5 school year.  In 
contrast, 46% of middle school teachers remained teaching at the middle school grade 
between 2010-11 to 2014-15.  Fifty-three percent of high school teachers remained 
teaching high school in Arkansas. 
The reason that these rates are lower than the overall retention rates is because 
many of these teachers are still teaching but have changed school grade assignment 
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(shifting from high school to middle etc.)  It is not surprising that middle schools would 
have the lowest retention rate because these teachers have the easier transitions to both 
high school and elementary school.  For example, it would be harder for a high school 
teacher to transition to elementary school assignments.  When we consider teachers 
changing district assignment, we observe that high school teachers are slightly more 
likely to change districts, 5% of high school teachers remained teaching in high school 
but changed district).  4% of elementary school teachers changed districts and 3% of 
middle school teachers changed districts.  
Table 1.2 
High School, Middle School And Elementary School Retention Rates 
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
High 
School  
Number of teachers still teaching 
in high school  
6620 5539 4758 4114 3550 
 Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.84 0.72 0.62 0.53 
 Number of teachers still teaching 
high school in the same district 
(Mobility) 
6620 5345 4466 3742 3154 
 Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.81 
(0.03) 
0.67 
(0.05) 
0.57 
(0.05) 
0.48 
(0.05) 
Middle 
School  
Number of teachers still teaching 
in middle school  
6680 5292 4377 3677 3068 
 Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.79 0.66 0.55 0.46 
 Number of teachers still teaching 
middle school in the same 
district (Mobility) 
6680 5139 4215 3489 2884 
 Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.77 
(0.02) 
0.63 
(0.03) 
0.52 
(0.03) 
0.43 
(0.03) 
Elementary 
School 
Number of teachers still teaching 
in elementary school  
11323 10074 8888 7847 6902 
 Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.89 0.79 0.69 0.61 
 Number of teachers still teaching 
elementary school in the same 
district (Mobility) 
11323 9915 8617 7487 6445 
 Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.88 
(0.01) 
0.76 
(0.03) 
0.66 
(0.03) 
0.57 
(0.04) 
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Figure 3 Retention by School Grade-Level 
State Level, School Level, and District Level Results:  Churn 
The relevant statistical portrayals of churn are given in Table 1.3 and Figures 4, 5, 
6, and 7.  The churn rates in Arkansas rose slightly over the 5 years period, from 23% to 
28% (Table 1.3). The proportion of this churn caused by newcomers and leavers is nearly 
identical.  Thus, Arkansas experiences about a 12% change in teacher positions each 
year.  This coincides with our year-to-year findings that 12% of teachers are leaving 
Arkansas every year.  This means that Arkansas is doing a near perfect job at refilling 
positions that teachers are leaving.  This likely is a contributing factor to Arkansas’s very 
stable total number of core subject teachers. 
When we observe teachers by school grade level, we see a general rise in churn in 
high school and middle school.  This is expected because teachers who leave one grade-
level to another would be counted as leavers from one grade and newcomers to the other.  
For example, a teacher who transitions from middle to high school would be a middle 
school leaver and a high school newcomer.  Thus the overall churn rate by grade-level is 
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higher.  Elementary schools have the lowest churn rates which is expected because seem 
to be more stable than middle schools and high schools. 
Elementary schools, on average, experience 24% churn each year.  About 12% of 
their positions involve a personnel change each year. In contrast, high schools experience 
about 36% churn each year.  This translates to about 18% teacher position change.  
Finally, middle schools experience 38% churn, translating to 19% positional change.  A 
reminder, these number do not only represent teachers who have left teaching but also 
teachers who have changed grade-level assignment.  This includes teachers who remain 
in the same school but shift from teaching a high school class to a middle school class 
(such as 6-12 grade schools). 
 
Table 1.3 
Arkansas leavers, newcomers, total number of teachers and churn from 2010-11 to 2014-15 by school grade 
level 
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Arkansas Leavers .. 2820 2961 3073 3251 
 Newcomers .. 2577 2951 3075 3135 
 Number of 
Teachers 
23312 23069 23059 23061 22945 
 Churn 0.00 0.23 0.26 0.27 0.28 
       
High School Leavers .. 1231 1218 1311 1381 
 Newcomers .. 1087 1258 1348 1295 
 Number of 
Teachers 
7268 7124 7164 7201 7115 
 Churn 0.00 0.32 0.37 0.37 0.37 
       
Middle School Leavers .. 1156 1439 1428 1451 
 Newcomers .. 1240 1372 1375 1285 
 Number of 
Teachers 
6841 6925 6858 6805 6637 
 Churn 0.00 0.35 0.41 0.41 0.40 
       
Elementary School Leavers .. 1293 1414 1501 1498 
 Newcomers .. 1124 1408 1348 1387 
 Number of 
Teachers 
11473 11304 11298 11184 11237 
 Churn 0.00 0.21 0.25 0.25 0.26 
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Figure 4 State Churn 
 
  
Figure 5 Churn by School Grade Level 
Arkansas’ Largest School Districts: Cohort Retention, Year-to-Year 
Retention, and Churn Rates 
Large school districts in Arkansas and elsewhere are important for a variety of 
reasons.  They include of course quality and equity issues across districts statewide, the 
variation among the large districts, and their sheer size.  The statistical characterizations 
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of cohort retention rates and churn are given in Tables 1.4 and 1.5, and Figures 6 and 7.  
Considering the six largest school districts in Arkansas, retention rates vary notably.  
Little Rock and Pulaski County are the two largest districts and they have the lowest 
retention rates (Table 1.4).  57% of Little Rock teachers remained teaching in Little Rock 
between the 2010-11 school year and the 2014-15 school year.  Forty-five percent of 
Pulaski County teachers remained teaching in the Pulaski school district.  These retention 
rates are quite lower than the other four largest districts which all have a retention rate of 
just about 60%, close to (and actually a little better than) the state as a whole.  Rogers has 
the highest retention with 65% of their teachers remaining over the 5 year period. 
Moreover, Pulaski lost 16% of its teachers between 2010-11 and the 2011-12 school 
years.  This rate decreased to 13% by 2015. Little Rock lost 14% of its teachers in the 
first year and this rate decreased to 9% by 2015. In contrast, Springdale, Bentonville and 
Fort Smith lost 9-10% in the first year and rates lowered to as much a 5-6% for Rogers 
and Bentonville by 2015.  This contrast may be due to Little Rock and Pulaski County 
being the most urban area in Arkansas (Pulaski County surrounds Little Rock).  Also, 
there has been more turbulence in Pulaski County and Little Rocks leadership structure in 
the five year period covered by these records.  Pulaski County’s school board was taken 
over by the state department in 2011, for instance.  The state department took control of 
Little Rock’s board of education in 2015. 
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Table 1.4 
Six Largest Districts Retention 
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Little Rock  Number of 
teachers 
retained  
1220 1049 920 810 692 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
1.00 0.86 0.75 0.66 0.57 
Pulaski 
County   
Number of 
teachers 
retained  
812 683 541 471 396 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
1.00 0.84 0.67 0.58 0.48 
Springdale Number of 
teachers  
753 682 603 542 468 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
1.00 0.91 0.80 0.72 0.62 
Fort Smith  Number of 
teachers  
561 505 446 392 344 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
1.00 0.90 0.80 0.70 0.61 
Bentonville Number of 
teachers  
633 568 501 444 399 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
1.00 0.90 0.79 0.70 0.63 
Rogers  Number of 
teachers  
563 486 448 396 364 
 Proportion 
of teachers  
1.00 0.86 0.80 0.70 0.65 
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Figure 6 Largest District Retention 
When we compare churn rates among the six largest districts, we find that they 
are more varied then when we compared grade-levels (Table 1.5).  Little Rock has churn 
rates which range from 23% to 30% while Pulaski has generally higher churn rates from 
27% to 42%.  This is expected because Pulaski County has poorer retention.  It should be 
noted that both Pulaski County and Little Rock have lost more teachers than they have 
gained over the last five years, albeit slightly, they generally have successfully filled 
vacant positions in their districts.  Springdale, Fort Smith, and Bentonville have similar 
churn rates to Little Rock.  However, these churn rates are not due to them losing 
teachers as much as gaining teachers.  All three districts have grown in the number of 
core subject teachers they have had over the last five years.  Thus, while they have 
similar churn rates to Little Rock, it is not due to loss so much as growth.  (Visual 
representations and a summary table on the retention of the six largest districts by grade-
level may be found in the Appendix, Table A.1). 
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Table 1.5 
Arkansas’s School Districts leavers, newcomers, total number of teachers and churn from 2010-11 to 
2014-15 
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Little Rock  Leavers .. 171 170 158 195 
 Newcomers .. 113 177 164 153 
 Number of 
Teachers 
1222 1164 1171 1177 1135 
 Churn 0.00 0.23 0.30 0.27 0.30 
       
Pulaski County  Leavers .. 133 178 133 167 
 Newcomers .. 91 148 152 140 
 Number of 
Teachers 
824 782 752 771 744 
 Churn 0.00 0.27 0.42 0.38 0.40 
       
Springdale  Leavers .. 71 86 98 131 
 Newcomers .. 81 147 141 145 
 Number of 
Teachers 
753 763 824 867 881 
 Churn 0.00 0.20 0.30 0.29 0.32 
       
Fort Smith  Leavers .. 56 70 72 75 
 Newcomers .. 59 71 74 68 
 Number of 
Teachers 
561 564 565 567 560 
 Churn 0.00 0.20 0.25 0.26 0.25 
       
Bentonville  Leavers .. 65 85 95 85 
 Newcomers .. 77 129 177 63 
 Number of 
Teachers 
636 648 692 714 692 
 Churn 0.00 0.22 0.33 0.39 0.21 
       
Rogers  Leavers .. 86 55 81 73 
 Newcomers .. 97 68 89 83 
 Number of 
Teachers 
595 606 619 627 637 
 Churn 0.00 0.31 0.20 0.27 0.11 
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Figure 7 Largest Districts Churn 
 
School Grade Level Cohort Retention and Year-to-Year Retention 
Of teachers teaching in Arkansas in the 2010-11 school year, nearly half were still 
teaching in the same school continuously to the 2014-15 school year (Table 2.1 and 
Figure 8).  The rate of teachers leaving in the five year period decreased over time.  
Between the 2010-11 and 2011-12 school years, about 17% of teachers left their school 
assignment.  By the 2014-15 school year a rate of 9% of teachers were leaving their 
school assignment from the original cohort.  With the rate of teachers leaving their 
assignments slowing, the rate of mobility also decreased. 
Considering year-to-year retention, we find that on average one in five teachers 
leave their school assignment each year (Table 2.1 and Figure 9).  About half of those 
teachers stop teaching in Arkansas public schools. 
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Table 2.1 Overall School Level Retention and Year-to-Year Retention 
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Teachers who remained 
teaching in the same 
School 
Number of 
teachers  
22551 18743 15311 12749 10652 
 Proportion of 
teachers 
(mobility) 
1.00 0.83 
(0.05) 
0.68 
(0.10) 
0.56 
(0.13) 
0.47 
(0.14) 
       
Proportion of Teachers 
present in the same school 
as the previous year 
(mobility) 
Proportion of 
teachers 
(mobility) 
.. 0.80 
(0.08) 
0.78 
(0.09) 
0.78 
(0.09) 
0.79 
(0.07) 
 
  
Figure 8 School Level Retention 
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Figure 9 Year-to-Year School-Level Retention 
When we consider grade level we find differing cohort retention rates in the 
schools to which teachers were initially assigned (Table 2.2 and Figure 10).  The highest 
retention of teachers by school assignment was at the elementary level.  Of teachers who 
were teaching in an elementary school in the 2010-11 school year, 52% continuously 
taught in the same school through the 2014-15 school year.  Twelve percent of the 
teachers who left the elementary school assignment, were found to still be teaching 
somewhere in the Arkansas public school system. 
In contrast, 43% of high school teachers were still teaching in the same school in 
the 2014-15 school year and 41% of the middle school teachers.  Ten percent of the high 
school teachers and 15% of middle school teachers who left were found to still be 
teaching in another Arkansas public school.  Middle school teachers have the highest 
mobility.  This is not surprising given that middle school teachers have the easier 
transition to both elementary and high schools.  Thus, they have more school options 
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available to them (greater detail of where teacher are leaving to is available in the 
appendix, Table A.2). 
 
 
Table 2.2 
High School Middle And Elementary school level Retention  
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
High 
School  
Number of teachers still teaching 
in the same school  
6620 5279 4271 3490 2896 
 Proportion of teachers 
(Mobility) 
1.00 0.80 
(0.05) 
0.64 
(0.07) 
0.52 
(0.09) 
0.43 
(0.10) 
Middle 
School   
Number of teachers still teaching 
in the same school  
6680 5086 3965 3201 2586 
 Proportion of teachers 
(Mobility) 
1.00 0.81 
(0.05) 
0.63 
(0.11) 
0.51 
(0.14) 
0.41 
(0.15) 
Elementary 
School 
Number of teachers still teaching 
in the same school  
11323 9742 8169 6922 5868 
 Proportion of teachers 
(Mobility) 
1.00 0.86 
(0.04) 
0.72 
(0.09) 
0.61 
(0.11) 
0.52 
(0.12) 
  
  
Figure 10 School-Level Retention by Grade Level 
 
The six largest districts are having varying rates of maintaining teachers in their 
schools (Table 2.3).  Little Rock and Pulaski County have the lowest school level 
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teachers continuously taught through the 2014-15 school year.  Fifteen percent of the 
teachers in each of those districts who left their assignment were still teaching 
somewhere in Arkansas.  Rogers experiences the highest retention with 60% of their 
teachers still teaching in the same school over the five year period.  Springdale, Fort 
Smith, and Bentonville all experienced slightly or moderately better retention than Little 
Rock and Pulaski County.  This contrast might be attributed to Little Rock and Pulaski 
County’s urban setting or the leadership shifts they had experienced.  Bentonville, 
experienced high-levels of mobility; 18% of Bentonville teachers from the 2010-11 
cohort left their school assignment but continued to teacher somewhere else in the 
Arkansas public school system (greater detail of where teacher are leaving to is available 
in the appendix, table A.3). 
 
 
  
Figure 11 Largest Districts School-Level Retention 
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Table 2.3 
Total number and proportion of teachers who remained teaching in the same school in Arkansas’s largest 
school district since 2010-11 
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Little Rock  Number of teachers still 
teaching in the same school  
1220 998 835 710 552 
 Proportion of teachers 
(Mobility) 
 
1.00 0.82 
(0.06) 
0.68 
(0.10) 
0.58 
(0.12) 
0.45 
(0.15) 
Pulaski 
County   
Number of teachers still 
teaching in the same school  
812 637 458 392 324 
 Proportion of teachers 
(Mobility) 
 
1.00 0.78 
(0.07) 
0.56 
(0.14) 
0.48 
(0.14) 
0.40 
(0.15) 
Springdale Number of teachers still 
teaching in the same school  
753 665 565 486 410 
 Proportion of teachers 
(Mobility) 
 
1.00 0.88 
(0.04) 
0.75 
(0.7) 
0.65 
(0.10) 
0.54 
(0.10) 
Fort Smith  Number of teachers still 
teaching in the same school  
561 494 432 375 323 
 Proportion of teachers 
(Mobility) 
 
1.00 0.88 
(0.03) 
0.77 
(0.04) 
0.67 
(0.05) 
0.58 
(0.07) 
Bentonville Number of teachers still 
teaching in the same school  
633 556 431 341 301 
 Proportion of teachers 
(Mobility) 
 
1.00 0.88 
(0.03) 
0.68 
(0.12) 
0.54 
(0.18) 
0.48 
(0.18) 
Rogers  Number of teachers still 
teaching in the same school  
563 480 440 374 337 
 Proportion of teachers 
(Mobility) 
1.00 0.85 
(0.02) 
0.78 
(0.03) 
0.66 
(0.07) 
0.60 
(0.07) 
 
 
High School and Middle School Subject Areas: Cohort 
Retention, Year-to-Year Retention, and Churn 
The records at hand permit one to track the rates at which this cohort of teachers 
track the academic subjects to which they had initially been assigned.  The core subject 
areas that are the focus here include Math, Science, Social Studies, and English.  For 
example, if a teacher remains teaching math in the same school continuously over the 
five observed school years, they are fully stable.  Elementary school teachers at the 
subject level are not tracked because most elementary school teachers teach all four core 
subjects. 
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Only high school teachers and middle school teachers are then covered in what 
follows.  When we observe high school teachers, we find that the retention rates do not 
differ appreciably across subject area (Table 3.1 and Figure 12).  This is also the case for 
the year-to-year findings (Table 3.1).  About 40% of high school teachers remained 
teaching the same subject in the same school by the 2014-15 school year.  A little less 
than half of those teachers remained teaching somewhere in the Arkansas public school 
system (more detailed analyses of subject-level mobility can be found in the appendix, 
Table A.4).  We find from our year-to-year analysis that the about 80% of teachers 
remain teaching the same subject at a high school level from one year to the next. 
 
  
Figure 12 High School Subject-Level Retention 
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Table 3.1 Overall High School Subject Retention and year-to-year Retention 
   2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Teachers who remained 
teaching the same 
subject in the same 
high school 
Math Number of 
teachers  
2025 1539 1231 976 790 
  Proportion 
of teachers 
(mobility) 
1.00 
 
0.76 
(0.10) 
0.61 
(0.14) 
0.48 
(0.17) 
0.39 
(0.18) 
 Science  Number of 
teachers  
1661 1254 989 789 650 
  Proportion 
of teachers 
(mobility)  
1.00 0.75 
(0.10) 
0.60 
(0.16) 
0.48 
(0.20) 
0.39 
(0.20) 
 English Number of 
teachers  
2515 1948 1535 1232 995 
  Proportion 
of teachers 
(mobility) 
1.00 0.77 
(0.07) 
0.61 
(0.11) 
0.49 
(0.14) 
0.40 
(0.15) 
 Social 
Studies 
Number of 
teachers  
1706 1301 1024 842 686 
  Proportion 
of teachers 
(mobility)  
1.00 0.76 
(0.09) 
0.60 
(0.15) 
0.49 
(0.18) 
0.40 
(0.18) 
        
Teachers who remained 
teaching the same 
subject in high school 
the following year 
 
 
Math 
 
 
Proportion 
of teachers 
 
 
.. 
 
 
0.79 
 
 
 
0.80 
 
 
 
0.76 
 
 
 
0.76 
 
 Science Proportion 
of teachers  
.. 0.78 
 
0.78 
 
0.79 
 
0.75 
 
 English Proportion 
of teachers 
.. 0.79 
 
0.79 
 
0.78 
 
0.76 
 
 Social 
Studies 
Proportion 
of teachers  
.. 0.79 
 
0.78 
 
0.79 
 
0.76 
 
 
Similar to high school teachers, middle school teachers subject level retention rate 
does not differ much between subjects (Table 3.2 and Figure 13).  However, fewer 
teachers are retained over a five year period when compared to high school teachers. 
About 33% of teachers from the 2010-11 cohort remained teaching the same subject 
continuously through the 2014-15 school year. Further, about one fourth of the original 
cohort who left their original assignment remained teaching somewhere in Arkansas 
(more detailed analyses of subject-level mobility can be found in the appendix, Table 
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A.5). The rate at which teachers left their positions slowed over time. Between the 2010-
11 school year the following 2011-12 school year about 25% of teachers left their 
positions. By the 2014-15 school year a rate of 10% teachers were leaving their position, 
from the original cohort. Year-to-year analyses demonstrate that 25% of teachers leave 
their position in some way each year. 
 
  
Figure 13 Middle School Subject-Level Retention 
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Table 3.2 Overall Middle School Subject Retention and year-to-year Retention 
   2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Teachers who remained 
teaching the same 
subject in the same 
middle school 
Math Number of 
teachers  
1921 1439 1070 823 633 
  Proportion 
of teachers 
(mobility) 
1.00 
 
0.75 
(0.11) 
0.56 
(0.19) 
0.43 
(0.21) 
0.33 
(0.23) 
 Science  Number of 
teachers  
1586 1198 880 690 556 
  Proportion 
of teachers 
(mobility)  
1.00 0.76 
(0.12) 
0.55 
(0.20) 
0.44 
(0.23) 
0.35 
(0.24) 
 English Number of 
teachers  
2588 1953 1425 1116 828 
  Proportion 
of teachers 
(mobility) 
1.00 0.75 
(0.10) 
0.55 
(0.17) 
0.43 
(0.19) 
0.32 
(0.21) 
 Social 
Studies 
Number of 
teachers  
1725 1277 897 698 541 
  Proportion 
of teachers 
(mobility)  
1.00 0.74 
(0.13) 
0.52 
(0.23) 
0.40 
(0.25) 
0.31 
(0.27) 
        
Teachers who remained 
teaching the same 
subject in middle school 
the following year 
 
 
Math 
 
 
Proportion 
of teachers 
 
 
.. 
 
 
0.77 
 
 
 
0.73 
 
 
 
0.72 
 
 
 
0.72 
 
 Science Proportion 
of teachers  
.. 0.77 
 
0.70 
 
0.71 
 
0.72 
 
 English Proportion 
of teachers 
.. 0.77 
 
0.73 
 
0.74 
 
0.70 
 
 Social 
Studies 
Proportion 
of teachers  
.. 0.76 
 
0.68 
 
0.70 
 
0.68 
 
 
Given that the retention rates of high school teachers by subject did not differ 
from one another, it is not surprising that the churn rates between subjects is also very 
similar (Table 3.3 and Figure 14).  The churn for all subjects is around 40%.  These are 
much higher than the state churn rates because these churn rates take into account 
teachers leaving and entering into subject positions.  Some teachers will leave one subject 
and enter into another.  That teacher will contribute to churn rates both as leaver and a 
newcomer.  Generally there has been a slight increase in the churn among the core 
subjects over the last five years suggesting that teachers have been shifting between 
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subjects a little more.  Arkansas does a very strong job in refilling positions which have 
been left vacant between school years for all subjects.  Therefore, churn rates are 
consistent with the year-to-year estimates.  Approximately 20% of teacher leave a 
position each year and 20% of teacher enter into a new subject position.  
 
  
Figure 14 High School Subject-Level Churn 
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As expected the middle school churn rates are higher than the high school churn 
rates (Table 3.4 and Figure 15).  This is consistent with the previous findings that fewer 
teachers are retained year-to-year.  The churn rates do not differ appreciably between 
each other (though social studies is a little higher) and they ran around 50-55%.  The 
churn increase slightly in more recent years suggesting that more teachers are changing 
around in subjects.  As with high school churn, Arkansas has done a successful job at 
filling vacant positions between school years.  About one quarter of middle school 
teachers leave their subject assignment each year and one quarter enter into a new 
position. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.3 
Arkansas leavers, newcomers, total number of high school teachers and churn from 2010-11 to 2014-15 by 
subject 
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Math Leavers .. 474 454 539 526 
 Newcomers .. 406 469 517 463 
 Number of Teachers 2290 2222 2237 2215 2152 
 Churn 0.00 0.38 0.42 0.47 0.45 
       
Science Leavers .. 395 405 383 454 
 Newcomers .. 363 397 438 428 
 Number of Teachers 1837 1805 1797 1852 1826 
 Churn 0.00 0.41 0.44 0.46 0.48 
       
English Leavers .. 587 568 600 657 
 Newcomers .. 510 581 603 562 
 Number of Teachers 2765 2688 2701 2704 2609 
 Churn 0.00 0.40 0.43 0.45 0.45 
       
Social Studies Leavers .. 397 399 382 444 
 Newcomers .. 345 383 439 407 
 Number of Teachers 1874 1822 1806 1863 1826 
 Churn 0.00 0.40 0.42 0.45 0.46 
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Figure 15 Middle School Subject-Level Churn 
 
0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15
Math
Science
English
Social Studies
Table 3.4 
Arkansas leavers, newcomers, total number of middle school teachers and churn from 2010-11 to 2014-15 by 
subject 
  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Math Leavers .. 497 599 609 590 
 Newcomers .. 547 548 594 560 
 Number of Teachers 2159 2209 2158 2143 2113 
 Churn 0.00 0.48 0.52 0.56 0.54 
       
Science Leavers .. 406 539 514 496 
 Newcomers .. 450 543 497 439 
 Number of Teachers 1748 1792 1796 1779 1722 
 Churn 0.00 0.49 0.60 0.56 0.53 
       
English Leavers .. 636 769 722 808 
 Newcomers .. 635 700 709 662 
 Number of Teachers 2811 2810 2741 2728 2582 
 Churn 0.00 0.45 0.53 0.52 0.54 
       
Social Studies Leavers .. 445 606 434 590 
 Newcomers .. 480 550 555 535 
 Number of Teachers 1874 1822 1806 1863 1826 
 Churn 0.00 0.50 0.61 0.60 0.61 
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Conclusions and Implications 
About 40% of high school teachers have remained in their assigned position 
(teaching the same subject in the same school) from the 2010-11 school year to the 2014-
15 school year.  Just over 20% left their teaching position, yet remained teaching in 
Arkansas public high schools.  Teacher retention did not vary by subject taught.   Middle 
school teachers experienced slightly worse retention, about 35% of middle school 
remained in their assigned position continuously over the five-year period.  Similarly, 
retention did not vary by subject taught.  We did not explore elementary school teachers 
by subject because most teachers are assigned all subjects.  About 52% of elementary 
school teachers remained teaching continuously in the same school over the five-year 
period.  Elementary school teachers tended to remain teaching in the same school more 
than high school and middle school teachers.  
Teacher retention varies greatly by district.  Districts in more urban areas such as 
Little Rock and Pulaski County experience less teacher retention than the other largest 
districts in Arkansas.  These districts also experience more teachers shifting around 
schools within them.  Districts vary based on which subjects are more consistently 
retained.  
On average, 12% of teachers leave their Arkansas teaching position each year.  
Arkansas is successfully refilling these vacant positions each year and the overall number 
of core subject teachers in Arkansas is stable across all five years.  Certain districts 
experience more churn than others.  Pulaski County experiences the highest teacher churn 
(27%-40%).  Springdale, Bentonville, and Fort Smith experienced more churn from 
teachers entering the districts than leaving indicating that these districts are expanding.  
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These findings suggest that in a five-year period, a larger amount of teachers are 
going to either change subjects or leave the school they are currently teaching in to teach 
at another school or to leave the teaching profession entirely.  This could have major 
ramifications on longitudinal experiments.  If a study was planned to span several years, 
it is likely that many of the teachers would fall out of the experiment.  Further, if a 
teacher training program was initiated, the actual effective of that training would be 
influenced by the large amount of teachers who leave.  Even if that program only lasted a 
year, we can expect on average that 12% of the teachers would not be present the next 
year.  
These results suggest that the location of an experiment will have an impact on 
how many participants are likely to stay on.  For example, it is more likely that teachers 
in an experiment conducted in Little Rock will leave their current position than teachers 
in Rogers.  Experimenters must be aware this and consider this when choosing a location 
for studies.  
 
Appendix: 
The Appendix provides more detailed tables and figures of the information presented in 
the report: 
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Table A.1 
Total number and proportion who remained Teaching in Arkansas’s largest school district since 2010-11 By School Grade 
   2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
High School  Little Rock  Number of teachers retained  352 289 252 232 199 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.82 0.72 0.67 0.56 
 Pulaski County   Number of teachers retained  196 155 129 112 93 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.79 0.66 0.57 0.47 
 Springdale Number of teachers  129 117 110 89 76 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.90 0.85 0.69 0.59 
 Fort Smith  Number of teachers  116 100 86 73 67 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.86 0.74 0.63 0.58 
 Bentonville Number of teachers  149 129 116 98 91 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.87 0.78 0.67 0.61 
 Rogers  Number of teachers  135 120 113 105 99 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.89 0.84 0.78 0.73 
Middle School Little Rock  Number of teachers retained  291 246 211 179 136 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.84 0.73 0.62 0.48 
 Pulaski County   Number of teachers retained  377 300 231 198 165 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.79 0.61 0.52 0.44 
 Springdale Number of teachers  226 204 168 146 126 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.90 0.74 0.65 0.56 
 Fort Smith  Number of teachers  244 212 181 159 136 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.87 0.74 0.65 0.56 
 Bentonville Number of teachers  359 316 284 246 217 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.88 0.79 0.68 0.60 
 Rogers  Number of teachers  122 102 92 76 65 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.84 0.75 0.62 0.53 
Elementary School    Little Rock  Number of teachers retained  577 494 437 371 315 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.86 0.76 0.64 0.55 
 Pulaski County   Number of teachers retained  435 381 305 268 225 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.87 0.70 0.62 0.52 
 Springdale Number of teachers  440 397 345 311 269 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.90 0.78 0.71 0.61 
 Fort Smith  Number of teachers  317 293 264 231 206 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.92 0.83 0.73 0.65 
 Bentonville Number of teachers  274 247 209 190 174 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.90 0.76 0.69 0.63 
 Rogers  Number of teachers  306 264 243 215 199 
  Proportion of teachers  1.00 0.86 0.79 0.70 0.65 
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Table A2.  
Total number and proportion of teacher school retention by grade level 
   2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
High School Teachers who Teach in the Same School   Number of teachers  6620 5279 4271 3490 2898 
(n=6620)  Proportion of teachers  
 
 
1.00 0.80 0.65 0.53 0.44 
 Teachers who Teach on the Same School Level  Number of teachers  0 260 487 624 654 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.04 0.07 0.09 0.10 
 Teachers who Teach but in a Different School Level Number of teachers  0 116 190 251 262 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.04 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 965 1672 2255 2808 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
 
.. 0.15 0.25 0.34 0.42 
Middle School Teachers who Teach in the Same School   Number of teachers  6680 5086 3965 3201 2586 
(n=6680)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.76 0.59 0.48 0.39 
 Teachers who Teach on the Same School Level  Number of teachers  0 206 412 476 483 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.03 0.06 0.07 0.07 
 Teachers who Teach but in a Different School Level Number of teachers  0 143 327 435 508 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.07 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 1245 1976 2568 3104 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.18 0.30 0.38 0.46 
Elementary 
School 
 
Teachers who Teach in the Same School   
 
Number of teachers  
 
11323 
 
9724 
 
8169 
 
6922 
 
5868 
(n=11323)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.86 0.72 0.61 0.52 
 Teachers who Teach on the Same School Level  Number of teachers  0 332 719 925 1034 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.09 
 Teachers who Teach but in a Different School Level Number of teachers  0 125 246 327 368 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 1124 2189 3149 4053 
  Proportion of teachers  .. 0.09 0.19 0.28 0.36 
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Figure 16 High School Retention and Mobility 
 
Figure 17 Middle School Retention and Mobility 
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Figure 18 Elementary School Retention and Mobility
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Table A.3a 
6 Largest Districts school retention  
   2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Little Rock Teachers who Teach in the Same School   Number of teachers  1220 998 835 710 552 
(n=1220)  Proportion of teachers  
 
 
1.00 0.82 0.68 0.58 0.45 
 Teachers who Remained Teaching in the District   Number of teachers  0 51 85 100 140 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.04 0.07 0.08 0.11 
 Teachers who Teach Somewhere Else in Arkansas Number of teachers  0 28 33 41 45 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 143 267 369 483 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
 
.. 0.11 0.22 0.30 0.40 
Pulaski County Teachers who Teach in the Same School   Number of teachers  812 637 458 392 324 
(n=812)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.78 0.56 0.48 0.40 
 Teachers who Remained Teaching in the District   Number of teachers  0 46 83 79 72 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.09 
 Teachers who Teach Somewhere Else in Arkansas Number of teachers  0 13 34 38 48 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 116 237 303 368 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.14 0.29 0.37 0.45 
 
Springdale 
 
Teachers who Teach in the Same School   
 
Number of teachers  
 
753 
 
665 
 
565 
 
486 
 
410 
(n=753)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.88 0.75 0.65 0.54 
 Teachers who Remained Teaching in the District   Number of teachers  0 17 38 56 58 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.08 
 Teachers who Teach Somewhere Else in Arkansas Number of teachers  0 11 18 21 19 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 60 132 190 266 
  Proportion of teachers  .. 0.08 0.18 0.25 0.35 
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Table A.3b 
6 Largest Districts school retention  
   2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Fort Smith Teachers who Teach in the Same School   Number of teachers  561 494 432 375 323 
(n=561)  Proportion of teachers  
 
 
1.00 0.88 0.77 0.67 0.58 
 Teachers who Remained Teaching in the District   Number of teachers  0 11 14 17 21 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.04 
 Teachers who Teach Somewhere Else in Arkansas Number of teachers  0 8 11 12 16 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 48 104 157 201 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
 
.. 0.09 0.19 0.28 0.36 
Bentonville Teachers who Teach in the Same School   Number of teachers  633 556 431 341 301 
(n=633)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.87 0.68 0.54 0.48 
 Teachers who Remained Teaching in the District   Number of teachers  0 12 70 103 98 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.11 0.16 0.15 
 Teachers who Teach Somewhere Else in Arkansas Number of teachers  0 5 6 13 13 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 60 126 176 221 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.09 0.20 0.28 0.35 
 
Rogers 
 
Teachers who Teach in the Same School   
 
Number of teachers  
 
563 
 
480 
 
440 
 
374 
 
337 
(n=563)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.85 0.78 0.66 0.60 
 Teachers who Remained Teaching in the District   Number of teachers  0 6 8 22 27 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.05 
 Teachers who Teach Somewhere Else in Arkansas Number of teachers  0 6 10 15 15 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 71 105 152 184 
  Proportion of teachers  .. 0.12 0.19 0.27 0.32 
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Table A.4a 
Total number and proportion of high school teachers retention by subject (Math and Science) 
    2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Math  Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in the Same High 
School   
Number of teachers  2025 1539 1231 976 790 
(n=2025)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.76 0.61 0.48 0.39 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in Another High School  Number of teachers  0 87 142 176 169 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.04 0.07 0.09 0.08 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject but no Longer in High 
School 
Number of teachers   
0 
 
45 
 
56 
 
74 
 
76 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.04 
 Teachers who Teach but no Longer the Same Subject Number of teachers  0 66 90 103 114 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 348 554 709 859 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.17 0.27 0.36 0.40 
        
Science Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in the Same High 
School   
Number of teachers  1661 1254 989 789 650 
(n=1661)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.75 0.59 0.47 0.39 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in Another High School  Number of teachers  0 71 118 157 161 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.04 0.07 0.09 0.10 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject but no Longer in High 
School 
Number of teachers   
0 
 
25 
 
47 
 
55 
 
52 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 
 Teachers who Teach but no Longer the Same Subject Number of teachers  0 68 99 112 127 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.08 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 284 426 538 676 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.17 0.26 0.33 0.41 
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Table .4b 
Total number and proportion of high school teachers retention by subject (English and Social Studies) 
    2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
English  Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in the Same High 
School   
Number of teachers  2515 2007 1673 1402 1178 
(n=2515)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.80 0.66 0.55 0.47 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in Another High School  Number of teachers  0 59 138 170 183 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.07 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject but no Longer in High 
School 
 
Number of teachers  
 
0 
 
34 
 
52 
 
68 
 
72 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 
 Teachers who Teach but no Longer the Same Subject Number of teachers  0 71 97 112 122 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.05 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 439 703 909 1091 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.19 0.28 0.36 0.44 
        
Social Studies Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in the Same High 
School   
Number of teachers  1706 1350 1114 960 803 
(n=1706)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.79 0.65 0.56 0.47 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in Another High School  Number of teachers  0 49 90 118 117 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.07 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject but no Longer in High 
School 
Number of teachers   
0 
 
21 
 
42 
 
52 
 
50 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 
 Teachers who Teach but no Longer the Same Subject Number of teachers  0 90 127 135 144 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.08 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 272 435 542 684 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.16 0.26 0.32 0.40 
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Figure 19 High School Math Retention and Mobility 
 
 
Figure 20 High School Science Retention and Mobility 
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Figure 21 High School English Retention and Mobility 
 
 
Figure 22 High School Social Studies Retention and Mobility
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Table A.5a 
Total number and proportion of middle school teachers retention by subject (Math and Science) 
    2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Math  Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in the Same Middle 
School   
Number of teachers  1921 1439 1070 823 633 
(n=1921)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.75 0.56 0.43 0.33 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in Another Middle 
School  
Number of teachers  0 67 121 120 119 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.06 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject but no Longer in Middle 
School 
Number of teachers   
0 
 
44 
 
97 
 
128 
 
142 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.07 
 Teachers who Teach but no Longer the Same Subject Number of teachers  0 97 146 158 174 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.09 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 274 487 692 853 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.14 0.25 0.36 0.44 
        
Science Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in the Same Middle 
School   
Number of teachers  1586 1198 880 690 556 
(n=1586)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.76 0.56 0.43 0.35 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in Another Middle 
School  
Number of teachers  0 45 75 93 74 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.05 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject but no Longer in Middle 
School 
Number of teachers  0 36 84 101 111 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.07 
 Teachers who Teach but no Longer the Same Subject Number of teachers  0 105 163 173 203 
  Proportion of teachers 
  
.. 0.07 0.10 0.11 0.13 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 202 384 529 642 
  Proportion of teachers .. 0.13 0.24 0.33 0.40 
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Table A.5b 
Total number and proportion of high school teachers retention by subject (English and Social Studies) 
    2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
English  Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in the Same High 
School   
Number of teachers  2588 1953 1425 1116 828 
(n=2588)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.75 0.55 0.43 0.32 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in Another High School  Number of teachers  0 74 136 141 142 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.07 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject but no Longer in High 
School 
 
Number of teachers  
 
0 
 
59 
 
126 
 
147 
 
160 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.06 
 Teachers who Teach but no Longer the Same Subject Number of teachers  0 120 186 216 236 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.09 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 382 715 968 1222 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.15 0.28 0.37 0.47 
        
Social Studies Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in the Same High 
School   
Number of teachers  1725 1277 897 698 541 
(n=1725)  Proportion of teachers  
 
1.00 0.74 0.52 0.40 0.31 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject in Another High School  Number of teachers  0 42 76 86 72 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.04 
 Teachers who Teach the Same Subject but no Longer in High 
School 
Number of teachers  0 26 67 81 90 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.05 
 Teachers who Teach but no Longer the Same Subject Number of teachers  0 160 252 272 300 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.09 0.15 0.16 0.17 
 Teachers who no Longer Teach in Arkansas Public Schools Number of teachers  0 220 433 588 722 
  Proportion of teachers  
 
.. 0.13 0.25 0.34 0.42 
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Figure 23 Middle School Math Retention and Mobility 
 
 
Figure 24 Middle School Science Retention and Mobility 
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Figure 25 Middle School English Retention and Mobility 
 
 
Figure 26 Middle School Social Studies Retention and Mobility 
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Table A.6 
Largest Districts Overall High School Subject Retention (Teachers who remain 
teaching the same subject in the same district)  
   2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-
15 
Little Rock Math Number of teachers  92 71 59 53 43 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.77 0.64 0.58 0.47 
 Science  Number of teachers  75 60 55 53 46 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.80 0.73 0.71 0.61 
 English Number of teachers  127 99 81 72 62 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.80 0.64 0.57 0.49 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  72 60 54 50 44 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
 
1.00 0.83 0.75 0.69 0.61 
Pulaski Math Number of teachers  57 46 38 32 29 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.81 0.67 0.56 0.51 
 Science  Number of teachers  41 33 27 23 18 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.80 0.66 0.56 0.44 
 English Number of teachers  62 47 37 33 29 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.76 0.60 0.53 0.47 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  38 29 26 23 17 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
 
1.00 0.76 0.68 0.61 0.45 
Springdale Math Number of teachers  35 31 30 26 20 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.89 0.86 0.74 0.57 
 Science  Number of teachers  25 23 21 19 19 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.92 0.84 0.76 0.76 
 English Number of teachers  41 36 34 28 22 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.88 0.83 0.68 0.54 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  28 27 25 16 15 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
 
1.00 0.96 0.89 0.57 0.53 
Fort Smith Math Number of teachers  30 29 26 22 21 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.97 0.87 0.73 0.70 
 Science  Number of teachers  28 23 19 18 16 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.82 0.68 0.64 0.57 
 English Number of teachers  35 29 23 17 15 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.83 0.66 0.49 0.43 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  28 23 21 17 16 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
 
1.00 0.82 0.75 0.61 0.57 
Bentonville Math Number of teachers  42 31 29 25 24 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.74 0.69 0.60 0.57 
 Science  Number of teachers  32 26 22 19 16 
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  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.81 0.69 0.59 0.50 
 English Number of teachers  53 44 39 31 29 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.83 0.74 0.58 0.55 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  37 33 30 24 21 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
 
1.00 0.89 0.81 0.65 0.57 
Rogers Math Number of teachers  35 32 32 29 26 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.91 0.91 0.83 0.74 
 Science  Number of teachers  27 22 20 19 19 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.81 0.74 0.70 0.70 
 English Number of teachers  46 37 35 31 28 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.80 0.76 0.67 0.61 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  32 29 25 24 24 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.91 0.78 0.75 0.75 
 
 
Table A.7   
Largest Districts Overall Middle School Subject Retention (Teachers who remain 
teaching the same subject in the same district)  
   2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-
15 
Little Rock Math Number of teachers  79 67 53 44 35 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.85 0.67 0.56 0.44 
 Science  Number of teachers  53 44 37 30 23 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.83 0.70 0.57 0.43 
 English Number of teachers  114 88 73 60 38 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.77 0.64 0.53 0.33 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  52 44 33 29 24 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
 
1.00 0.85 0.63 0.56 0.46 
Pulaski Math Number of teachers  104 78 60 48 38 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.75 0.58 0.46 0.37 
 Science  Number of teachers  82 59 44 38 30 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.72 0.54 0.46 0.37 
 English Number of teachers  148 99 71 58 52 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.67 0.48 0.39 0.35 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  86 63 46 40 33 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
 
1.00 0.73 0.53 0.47 0.38 
Springdale Math Number of teachers  61 54 43 32 26 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.89 0.70 0.52 0.43 
 Science  Number of teachers  55 49 37 32 27 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.89 0.67 0.58 0.49 
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 English Number of teachers  80 67 51 42 32 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.84 0.64 0.53 0.40 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  55 46 34 30 26 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
 
1.00 0.83 0.61 0.55 0.47 
Fort Smith Math Number of teachers  58 55 49 41 34 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.95 0.84 0.71 0.59 
 Science  Number of teachers  61 48 39 37 33 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.79 0.64 0.61 0.54 
 English Number of teachers  79 68 58 50 38 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.86 0.73 0.63 0.48 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  59 49 38 33 30 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
 
1.00 0.83 0.64 0.56 0.51 
Bentonville Math Number of teachers  109 82 69 57 49 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.75 0.63 0.52 0.45 
 Science  Number of teachers  81 65 56 48 37 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.80 0.69 0.59 0.46 
 English Number of teachers  139 116 100 80 70 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.83 0.72 0.58 0.50 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  99 78 62 50 45 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
 
1.00 0.79 0.63 0.51 0.45 
Rogers Math Number of teachers  33 28 24 18 13 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.85 0.73 0.55 0.39 
 Science  Number of teachers  27 26 22 21 21 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.96 0.81 0.78 0.78 
 English Number of teachers  41 29 27 21 17 
  Proportion of 
teachers  
1.00 0.71 0.66 0.51 0.41 
 Social Studies Number of teachers  28 21 17 11 9 
  Proportion of 
teachers 
1.00 0.75 0.61 0.39 0.32 
 
 
 
